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ABSTRACT 

This Study gathered information and perceptions 
regarding the School Development Program -s (SDP) history, structure 
and procedures within the Benton Harbor Area School District 
(Michigan) .The study sample included 46 people* SDP was created to 
be part of a craiprehensive desegregation/educational improvement 
program for the dis a field survey and a structured 

interview ap^rosch, the stuiAy found a general perception that student 
achievement is improving, school climates are becoming more positive, 
parents and teachers are finding more avenues of comunication and 
the decisionmaking processes are becoming more democratic in SDP 
schools* The most freguently mentioned obstacle to the achievement o£ 
SDP goals was a general resistance to change raong the school staff* 
The second most f reguently mentioned obstacle was a perception that 
procedures and expectations were unclear* The report also discusses 
study design, method, and analysis* An appendix includes the 
interview protocol and tables with response information. The 
predominant attitude about the SDP seems to be one of cautious 
optimism* (PS) 
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I, Introduetloa 

Curing the sprjj^ of iSW a mt\ >Y war oonduated In Benton Harbop, 
Hiohlgmny to eicamlne the i^pl^mmta rl^a the Sehool Development Frogrua 
(SDP) within the Bent^ ^p'^Oir &r» School Platriet, The purpose of this 
study was to gather U^twhim ttd iper^eptions regarding thm prpgrflE's 
developsenty struotura ms^ profa^y^s in ord#r to provide a bettor 
underatending of ita baefi^oimd mad ourrent funotiosing. It is hopid that 
suoh an understanding will J^rovo helpful to looal personnel in Benton 
Harbor oentral offioe and building administrators , teaohera, support 
s^af f and parents — and to the lale Child Study EDP staff for ooopintive 
planning of future direotions for the SDP. 
11* Study Design 

The basio study design was to oonduot a field survey ^ utilising a 
struoturad interview approaoh^ A quota smpling tsotoique was used tp 
seleot partioipants from among the several groups who are involved In the 
SDP at the looal level: oentral offioe adminiBtrators^ sohool prinalpalS| 
teaoherst support staff and parents* 
III* Method 

A* Sample 

The study sample inoluded a tot^ of 46 people (see Table 1)i 

-Thirteen oentral pffioa administrators , iaoluding the Superint^denti 
SDP Direotori SDP Consult wt| Direotors of llemantary Iduoationp 
Personnel, Speoial Eduoation^ State and Federal Programs, Heading wd 
Researohi Coordinator of Staff Development i md distriot-^wide Sooial 
Worker, Kurse and Teaoher oonsultanti 

-S^ sohool prinoipaisi 

-Sixteen temohersi 

5 
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"Eight par**#nt members of SDF aoomlttees ar beamsi and 

-Tbre© sgb^^ol support personnel (psyehologiets or sooial workers). 

The sraple # Inalud^ at least four persons from ewh of the seven 

eliientary 0Dh^©ols that ware aotively Involve in the SDF in Benton Harbor 

during the 198^5-86 school year* 

B. inatruaaeBts 

The i^tervAiew protoools used In the study were developed speoif ioally 
for documentat^d.on of the Sohool Dovalopment Program by the SDF researoh 
stiff at the Cl^iild Study Cemter (see appendix A)* The areas of inquiry 
included I 

1« SDF Hi^^tory (in Benton Harbor) 
2« Inforioaation Dissraination 

3, District and SDF OrganiEational Struoture and Goals 
4# iiahoal**^level SDF Inplamantation Status 
5* SDF Traaining (in Haw Haven) 

C, FroeedyBre 

Permission to oonduat the study by aarrying out struatured interviews 
was obta^ad .fr^om the Superint^dent of Benton Harbor Area Sahools and 
aohiduling arra^mingamants were made with tha aooperation and assistanaa of 
the looal D;«±raator and her staff* 

Iatarviewam*a inoladad two SDF staff parsons from the Child Study 
Cintii"* Intarvt*»aws to^ plaaa from my 12 to 21, 1986* Central Offioa 
pirioanal wera :^ interviawed at their of f ioasf sohool personnel and parents 
afc their respeaTttive sahools. At the disaretion of aaah interviewee, most 
iatirviews were ^ taped* 

Bisponsep w«^re tabulated and ^aly^ed by the SDF researah staff at the 
Child Study Cen^^er. 
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IV. Analysis 

Data analysis was oonduoted two ^artsi the desoriptlve ualysls 
and the paroeptlons analyiiSi T^b former was bas^ on responsas to 
Interview questions regardinis CD SDP talstory, (2) dlstrlat level SDP 
goals and organisation^ (3) gohool leveS. SDF goals and organlzatlonp ^od 
(4) SDP training. The latter iima baisd on responses to interview 
questions regarding aentral ofrioe raspAndants* peraeptions ofs (1) SDP 
goalS| (2) Inaorporatlan of the BOP l&to dlstrlot funatlonSp (3) progress 
of the SDP in the dlstrlat as a wholei Mnd sahool personnel and parents* 
paroeptlons oft ( 1 ) sahool liv^X ohangese due to the SDP, (R) the Impaot 
of SDP on the sahoolSp (3) obstaolei^ ar^d (4) role peraeptions^ , 

V, Findings 

A. Desarlptlve Analysis 
Is History 

The Sohool Development Frog^m was ^SLltlatM in the Benton Harbor Area 
Sohools Dlstrlot in early 1981, It was ^^peolf laally identified in a aourt 
order Issued by the Federal Dlsti*lQt Judaga for western Hiohigan^ Douglas 
Hlllman, to be part of a ooiprab9nilva d^esegrefatlon/aduaatlonal 
improvement program for the entir*© aQhopSL dlstrlat. As stat^ by several 
respondents to our interviiw, tbm aotivattlon for introdualng the SDP into 
the dlstrlat was the reaognltion that a ^desegregation plan In area with 
a high aonaentration of mdJiorlt^ students must strike a baluoe betwew 
bussdJig students in order to Int^erate t^be sohools and improving 
eduoational servlees In all sohooli, regSLrdless of their level of 
integration. As one respondent stated , ^^hm Judge knew that ''desegregation 
should be more than merely iMos kldii S,t stould enhwae the entire 
eduaation systm." 
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Thm speoiflo model selaotad by fcbe Judge p or eat ad and d^#loped by Pr* 
Janes P* Comsr of the tal© Uolvewlfcy Child Study Cantor, ie bmged on the 
theory that aoadamlo improv^mant Is olQSeljr aasoolatad with improved 
saoial behavior wong studanta aad liDre Qoopa^^tionp Qommunloation and 
shar^ goveraanoa wong a school * a itaff and pmrente^ This BDP modal was 
saan as tba approaoh whiab best addresatd the moad^io mnd behavior 
problems in Banton Harbor and wm therafor© a^laated for implementation* 

After oonsultations betwaen Dr# Comar, Jud^e Hillman and than 
superintendant Jwas HaiAlASi preparation for mdopting tha SDF in Benton 
Harbor was bagun to the summer of 19B1 by ray of selaoting a loeal sohopl 
administrator to raoaive traini^ to Naw Haven during tha 1981-82 sahool 
yaar« The goal of this traini^ axperianoa wa3 to provida an In-dapth 
^posure to tha SDP and its oparation in the oity where it was orlginatad 
so that tha trainae could return to her home diatriot nm a ohange agent to 
repliaate the progrm there ^ During her nina^month stay In New Haven, the 
trainee, lt*s. Irmii Mitohall, to^ pert in numeroue aotivities to better 
undarstand both the theoratioal rad praatleal m^peots of the SPP^ 
Tha thaoretioal baakground for tha SDP was dlsoussad through 
oonsultations with Dr. Comer and New Haven FubXd.o Sohoole personnal who 
had been involved in the program^ is wall as ttur^ough anrollmant in savaral 
ohild davalopmant and ohild mental he^th aem jAmre of tha 7ale Sohool of 
Hadioina^ These olasses an^ dlsougsione foous^d on tha importuae of 
basing any eduoational improvamant prooess on m alaar understanding of the 
growth and davelopment phasas and saids of youo^ ahildran and tha 
soolal/amotional baak^ound of th^ speoif io ah±Xdran to be served. 

The praotioal training was oarriid out thraufih observation of existing 
SDP programs p dlsousslon ud cooperative work ageignments with other 

, ^ . .. . ■ ■ ,8, 

o 
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eduamtors wh© had reoeived tMUiini md wer^ r wrki^ as administrators in 
the Nw Haven sohoQl syateitt ana diraot Uftvoiv^-^OTant with a New Haven sohool 
that was already involved In thciprooeaa* By ^ diaousaing the praotioal 
appli0atians of SDP In New HavwHltb Dr# O^nmmr and former tra^eea, to*©^ 
Mitoheli's task imm to begiM translating %Um t^reoesa into an 
jjyplemeniation plan appropriate for Bento& t{ib^bor« 

Upon her return home, durjja|th© mmmf ^ttP 1982, Mrs, Mltohell md Dr^ 
Haidcina, along with other key adBtalstratora, oantinued the planning 
prooeas and four sohools were aileotad to bw^ome part of SDP during the 
1982-83 sohool years Calvin Brltita, F%irpl#M£ last, Hull and Morton, 
During the first year of aohool-lsvel opgrati^sns, a city-wide Urban 
Aaademy was also initiated^ Thiaoofflpoaattt cB^ the SDP prooess was to 
serve as a ooordinating body to assist prlnoipoals and oentral offiee 
administratora to Implement SDP planning tod ^.otivlties at the sohool 
level « 

During the 1984-8^ sohool yaapi wother ^bAree sohools beome part of 
the SDP prooessi Bardp Ifartindale wid Sterna: Brunson^ These new sohoola 
were seleoted on the basis of Interest expre^s^ed by their prinoipals to 
partioipate in the SDP prooess, ai well ma de^Bographie oharaoteristios of 
the students (low inoome) Md geflsral ahai^^tii^riatias of the sohools (low 
aohievement scores, observed behavior probieaa,*^ iq^ staff morale and/or 
negative interaotional ollmates), The deOlsto^^s were made through the 
Joint work of the superintradfjnb, the Urbtt Ao^^demy, and the SDP Direotor, 
as well as through disoussiona vtllh prinoipaii who were interested in the 
program. 

The seven schools whiob war© partioipatini in SDP at the time of the 
staff interviews for this report (spring 1906) had student bodies that 



6 

were betweM 75< and 951 blaok* Words generally used to deserlbe them 
inolud^i «lnner-Qity,'' niowast aQhIevi&gj lowest SES Csoolo-eooaoffliQ 
status) ^Iqw aobievament, poor behavior , laok of teaoher morale and low 
parent partlolpatlon^'^ At eaoh sohoolf the various oomponrats ot SDP ware 
organised around the epeoif lo needs Identified by attf f and partlolpatlng 
parents, with guldar^ae md oonsultatlon offered by the SDP Direotor and 
her steff « Speoif io im^ltmentation funetions of the sohaole are deaoribed 
below in Seotion 3. 

2, SDP Goals and Orgmizmtiong Plstriot Level 

As reports by respondents to the interview questionsp the universally 
oited goal of SDP in Benton Harbor is the improvement of student 
aohievement (see Table 2)i Other goiuLs mentioned l^oludedi 

-improvement in the averall eohesiveness of schools through improved 
jjiterpersonal elimati and management of sohool funationsi 
"in^rovement in student behavior , as demonstrate by fewer 
suspensions^ less oorporal punishment p better attendanoa and better 
Ijiteraotions between students and teaoharsi 
-improved sooial skillsi 
-iinoreasad parent involvement i and 

p-fflore in*«serviae training for teaohers and administrators. 

These SDP goals were desaribed as basiaally the s^e as overall 
distriat goals by most respondents » although some points out that SDP 
plaaed more amphasis on sooial skills. lAan a^ed how ths program fits 
Into tha ovarall struature of the distriat, there was a general sense that 
spaoifia SDP goals and prooeduras are gradually being inaorporated into 
the systra^ but that work remains to be done to fully int^rate the 
program into the larger system. 
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Thm SDP inolvL^es two levels of orgmtmuttom thi distrlQfc and the 
irtool. At the d^latriat levsl, m nusAer of oeatral offioe administrators 
plajr key roles i ^hm Suparlntmdent ' m role im to set the tone and confirm 
tli8 dlatrlot^s oa^*golJig eomiltment to program gomls i^d high eKpaotatlonM, 
Hi helps to monitor progrm pragress and assist inrssolvlng problems of 
juplimentatlon* STbe BOP Director has the primary risponeibillty of 
doordlnatlng and supervising all Progras oos^oneats^ as well as 
reppeBentlng the Program In dlstrlot-wlde plannteg mi adminletratlve 
daolilons. She is responeible for budget MnagatteBtj in*>servlae training 
and teohnloal ass&atanoe to sohool personnel involvid in. the proQess« She 
also provides eno^uragement and helps solve planning ud Implementation 
jroblemB whloh mr&aa at the sohool or dlstriot ImvnU T^m SPF Coneultant 
^liD serves as mii aasistant to sohool personnel for implementing SDP 
^oiponents and a ^mtalyat for initiating planning and In^lemintatlon 
^oUvitleSc Dlst^^iat Plreators of departments (siiob as Elementary 
Jjuoationt Persoim^lp Researohp State and Federal PrDgramei Special 
Jjuoationp Staff 3[^evelopment and Reading) provide indlreot support to 
mMm to faoillfcmte SDP aotivltlee. This role is eBpeoially true for ' 
^keDlreotor of I3U^mentary Eduoation, who works dlriotly with prinolpals 
other sohool p'^rsonnel to plan and i^lement the SDP in eoordlnation 
yth general soho^i operations. Other dlstriot levil personnel, suoh as 
^oolal workers, p^^Qhologists^ nurses ^d teaoher oonsul^wtSi may serve 
QfiS&P oosualttees «t the sohool level and thus assist in aoo©mjlishing 
^peoifio SDP goala ^. 

Inforffiatlon ab«ut SDP Is disseminata at the ointral ©fflae level in 
mmml ways. Thm SDP Direotor sits on the superlnt^de&t^s Huagement 
^ii and Instruotlcnal Counoil and brings Issues and oonoerns about SDP to 
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these bodies whenever neoeesary« Prior to the I98S-86 sehool yearp the 
nrban Aoadeay net on a regulmr basis and aarvad as a \my of disseminating 
information. In addition^ written masos, reports and desoriptiya artiolae 
are prepared by the SDP Direotor to share information ud suggestions for 
implementing SDP oomponents. Periodio in-eervioe training sessions are 
also usc^ for dissuJjaating inf oxidation. 

Information from the oentral offioe to the individual sohools 
regarding SDP is dissraiAated primarily by the SDP Direotor and Consultant 
through written ooimunioationSp in-servioe training sessions iand Informal 
consultation through partiaipatlon on sohool araimittees. The Direotor of 
Elementary Eduoation is also part of the dissemination prooess^ working 

^ vitb sohool administrators end SDP oommittees to plu and carry out 

. sctiyities. 

3# SDP Goals afld Crganismtioni School Level 

As discussed above, individual sohools were selected to be part of the 
i^^chool Development Program primarily because of their students' low 
^sichievement scores aiid high level of behavior problems p as well as the 
^desire of individual principals to have their schools involved. Although 
■many of the sohool personnel ud parents who were included in our 
^.ntarviews did not know the specific reasons why their school was 
involved, most aited a general ne^ to j^prove the climate and student 
^perforaance in their school as the probable reasons* 

The goals for SDP cited by school«^level participate were very similar 
^fco those mention^ by central office personnal (see Table 3)* Of the 33 
^3ohool*-leval respondents, 19 (58J) inoluded improved student achievement 
^mM a goalp 12 (361) list^ inareued parent involvement, 8 (24$) mention^ 
■bnproved soalal Bkllls or student behavior and 8 (24$) cltod improvement 
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In the overall sohool environment. 

To reaoh tbeae goals, emoh sohool organized its implementation ©f SDP 

by establieh^Lg tbree basic oomponentsi 

a* the Sohool Advisory Counoil CSAC)i whioh inoludes the prinoipal, 
one or two teaoher representatives ^ one or two parent representatives, 
and representatives of other sohool personnel suoh as psyehologlsts, 
social workers or others | i 

b. the Parents ProgrMa i both paid md volunteer parents working as 

olassroom aides to assist teaohers in a variety of aotivitiesi 

o, the Support Team (originally oalled the Mental Health Team) i whioh 

inoludes the prinoipal ^ one or two teaohers , one or two parents, the 

psyohologist, social worker and nurse, and sometimes a teaoher 

oonsultut^ 

Most sohool^lavel respondents also identified the SDP Direotor or 
Consultant as also being a member of their SAC and/or Support Team* 
Several people indioated that the entire staff are aatually partloipants 
in the SDP oomponents in one way or another. 

When asked to speoify whioh oompon^ts are ourrently funotioning in 
their sohools, most respondents, from all seven sohools, stattf that these 
three basic components are all being implemented at the present time* 
Some respondents also listed speolfio activities such as student field 
trips, social skills aurrioulum projects, or a gpanastics team — » as key 
oomponents of SDP whioh were functioning in their buildings. 

Current participuts in these components are similar to those 
identified above i the BAC's include the prinoipal , 1-3 teaohers, 1-3 
parents, 1-2 representatives from the Support Team and often a member of 
the central SDP staffi the Parent ProgrMS inalude varying numbers of 

o 
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parents} md the Support Tmmsm Inoluda the prlnoipal, psychologist p social 
worker p nurse > central of floe SDP representative and sometimes a oentral 
office teacher ocnsulta&t« 
4, SDP Tracing 

As described abovei the SDP Director received a 9-^manth training 
program in New Haven to prepare her for her role as change 
agant/faollitator of the local district's SDP activities, A second 
component of the SDP training for Benton Harbor mm a 4»weA training 
program In New Haven for another adms^lstratar to prepare her for a role 
of assisting the local SDP Director, This second componrat was u 
abbreviated version of the earlier program, with both theoretical and 
praotlcal aspects of SDP addressed throiigh disousslonsp seminars and 
in*-school aotlvltles at New Haven SDP schools already involved in the 
process, 

A third training oomponent to^ place during the summer ud fall of 
1984 I when two groups of Benton Harbor administrators visits New Haven. 
This component Included discussions with several key New Haven Public 
Schools SDP partlclpantsi as well as In-depth discussions with Dr. Comer 
regarding the background and laplementatlon process of SDP in New Haven 
and Benton Harbor, The first group, which came durJ^ July, participate 
in a conference on "effective sohools" sponsored by the Conneotlout State 
Department of Education, Because this training visit took place during 
the summer, the group was not able to visit New Haven SDP schools, 
B, Perceptions Analysis 

The second form of ualysls used In this process study of Benton 
Harbor's SDP, the perceptions analysis , dasorlbes the Implementation 
process through the eyes of the U6 participants who were interviewed. 
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When analysing the results of a small study suoh as this (with a saople of 
less thm 100), it Eust be stated that the results are generally 
aansider^ lass thm meanijagfUl In a static tioal sense » Howeveri the 
peroeptions expressed and the peroentages indioatsd for eaeh area oan 
indeed be meanjjigful for understuding how the program is funetlonlng and 
how it ow be strengthen^ in the future, 

1* Central Offios Personnel 

a. SDP Goals 

Peroeptions Mong eentral offioe personnel as to whethar the 
goals of SDP are oonsistent with the overall goals of the sehool distriet 
were varied. Hest respondents gave a qualified w^eg^tt although several 
peintad out that a distinotion must be made between ^stated goals** and 
goals whioh are implied by strategies and deoisions made on a day-to«day 
basis, between the "formal" md the "informal" goals » Estmples of 
statements made inaludSi 

"I recognize that this program is a ohange in the 
traditional my of operating sohools, whioh means 
that,. # it oannot be asstmed that beaause you have 
the goals that they oan be immediately and 
suyoessfully implemented." 

"I thJ^ the formally stated [distriet] goals are oonsistent. 
[with SDP goals]. 

However, the day-to-day operations are quite aontrary 
to the sohool development prooess." 
"We are all heading in the same direotion, and if 
we au get past our littla problams. . .and let the 
right hand know what the left hand is doing, there 
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ie hope for this [SDP] to works" 
b# IpoerporatlQa of SDP IntQ Dlstrlet Fupotlons 

S imil ar to the r^ge of perQeptlons ragardisg the oompatibility 
of SDP mnd dietrlQt QoalBf peroaptioQs rsgarding how well SDP funotions 
have been iJAOorporated into the district's regular opera tlone were mixed. 
Am stated by one respondent i ''SDP Is still viewed more ae u appendage 
than a vital part ©f dlstrlet aotlvltles." Other etatraents weiei 

•»! don't th^ it [SDP] fits In well enough. It's 

kind of a pleoe of the pu^^la, but the puzzle Isn't 

really working together*" 

"I think we are moving tOTOrd the possibility of the 
oantr^'i administrators saali^ It as a key Qompon^t*" 
"[SDP] has beoome a basio managamebt systm for the 
schools using the various oomponents*" 
"I see It as bh Integral part of the support systra 
[In eaoh building],'' 
o. Progress of SDP In the District 

Host central office personnel could cite at least one or two areas 
In which they feel that the SDP la Indeed m^ing progress toward achieving 
Its goals* The two most frequently mention^ areas of improvement were 
(1) student achievement and (2) general attitudes toward the program and 
its mission* 

Also mentioned weres more positive attitudes of staff personnel 
toward students and better parent participation. 

Areas identified as still ne^ing improvement were: "trust" wd 
"oommunlcatlonSp" as well as the problem of a feeling among some school 
personnel and parents that this program like others before it — is 
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"just tMporary" and that they therefore do not need to pay mueh attention 
to it. 

Nearly all respondents felt that it would be unreallstio to ^peot 
everyone to be enthusiastla about ohangea In the sohoolSp that ohmges 
were taking plaoe slowly as more and more people saw that SDP is indeed 
permuient and helpful ^ and that different sohools are m^ing different 
rates of progress beoause of their iJidividual differenoes of personnel and 
studantSs 

Some of the statraents used to desoribe the overall progress of SDP in 
the district were: 

thi3^ we have made eonslderable aehievementp « « 
we are beginning to have a little more oonsideration 
for eaeh other and for the ohildren.^ 
"I think there has be^ steady progress* [But] I think 
there is a long^ long way to gOs** 

There are some sohools that are really moving 
toward the goal suooessfully* There are others 
that are slower paoed that mmma not to be as 
goal direoted." 

^1 thJx^ there is progress beoause.ii.I have notioed 
a differenoe in how the sohools work after they 
have had the whole program in plaoe,** 
''The SDP sohools are making the greatest [test] 
soora gaijis. . .Parents are buying into the sehool 
syst^..«We have out down oonsiderably on the 
nu^er of disoipline reports." 

o 
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2, School Personnel and Parents 

Paroeptlona of aohool personnel mid parents are divided into four 
general areaai (a) the ehanges they pereeive to have taken place in thier 
SQhools beeause of their SDP involvement, (b) the Impaot these ohangee 
have had on the sohools, (e) obstaole^i in the my of aehlevi^ progress 
toward SDP goals, and (d) peroeptions of the roles they eaoh play in the 
3BP prooess. 

a, Sohool Level Changes Due to SDP 

When asked what programs within their sehools oould be attributed 
100$ to SDP, a wide variety of responses were given, ineludingi 

field trips, eandy sales, Christmas dinner, 
grmdparent day, ioe oream soeiali 

sooial skills projeots in the olassrooms, 
gymnastios class, fourth grade recognition 
program; 

-Disoovery Room, getting parents and tCMhers 
to work together, getting more equipment In 
the classrooms i 

- Improving students* cafeteria behaviori 

- getting more in-service (training) for 
teachers I 

- improving the school climate, cultural 
activities, a unit on Michigm history | 
" cosmunity groups adopting a school « 

Estimates ruged from "none** to "BOf or more" of all special progriuis 
viewed as having been initiated by SDP planning. Even within the same 
sohool, opinions varied considerably as to what impaot SDP was having on 
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sohool funotioas. 

Similarly f when a^ed "How mueh of what ras done in the sehool before 
the SDP model was Jjiitiated hm ohanged as a result of SDP?», answers 
ooverad a wide range, inoludingi 

- most thlngsi 

- nothing I 

- better parent invQlvsmentt better Qommunioatlon and 
oooperationp more teamwork | 

- more resouroes available , more positive attitudes 
toward the students and fallow staff members | 

^ a new prooess for handling problems , a more 
oonorete way to plan for our sehool | 
yore aotive PTO| 

- better teaoher morale. 

However 9 whan asked what things had not ahanged, in spite of the 
prasanoe of SDF in their build J^Lgs, most raspondents oould thi^ of very 
few aspeats of school funetions that had not ohanged, Tha only two araas 
mantion^ more than onea wara student behavlor/dlsoipline (mention^ by 5 
people) and ganaral teaoher attitudas (4 people) , 
b* Impaot of SDP on Sohools 

As described abova (saa Page 8), tha goals of SDP identified by 
sohool-laval personnel auad parants inoluded improvements in aoademio 
achievementp studant behavior ^d sooial skills^ school climate and 
parantinvolvament^ Respondents wara a^ad to discuss the prograss made in 
thair respeatlva sohools toward meeting the first thrae of these goals, as 
well as a fourth area, teacher morale (sea Table 4), 

The area in whioh the highest peroentage perceive a positive impact of 

o 
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the pregraBi Is that of school elimate. Sevente^ of the 33 raspendents 
(52$) feel that their sohool alimate hmm impr©yed| nine (27?) feel that 
the elimate has stayed the same and none feel that the olimate has gotten 
worse. Borne (21$) hmd no opinion. (It should be potot«l out that in many 
inatanoes the respondents yho offered no opinion about these areas were 
the parents I who have less direQt invol7ement in the day-t©*-day operatloi^ 
of the sohools.) 

The impaot on student aohievement mm viewed asi Improyedp 45$ | The 
Same, 30$; Worse 0$| No pinion, 24$. The area of teaQber morale was 
pereeived asi Better, 39$l ^e Bmmm^ 33$l Worse, 6$| mnd No Opinion^ 
21$. the two people who thought teaeher morale was worse olted the reason 
that some teaohers were frustrated about the gap between actual program 
aOQomplishments thus far mnd the ahanges they had hoped would take place. 
They both also felt that a nun^er of teaohers were unoomfortable with and 
upset about oarrying out their tasks with parent aides in the olassroom. 

In the fourth areap student behavior, 36$ felt that SDP had help^ 
improve oonditions, 36$ felt that there had been no ohange and 27$ had no 
opinion « 

o. Obstaoles 

Respondents oited a number of obstaoles whieh initially impeded 
progress toward reaohing tho SDP goals and, in most oases ^ oontinued to be 
somewhat of a problem (see Table 5)* The most frequently mentioned (21$) 
was a general resistanoe to ohange amo^ the staff of their respeotive 
sohools-^ The seoond most often mentioned was a peroeption that prooedures 
md expeotations were unolear (ISJ)^ although several people mentioned 
thf.t this problem was being eliminated as more pi*ogram involvement ti^es 
plaoe* Five of the 33 people (15$) mentioned that teaohers at their 
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sohoole were by and large uneasy with haying parents involved in their 
elassroOBS* Three people (9%) felt that an obstaola tob the reluotanoe of 
parente to beoome aative in sohool aotivities. Other issues mentioned 
inoludedi general staff apathy axLd frustration with bei^ a^ed to do new 
prooeduresg budget outs whiah reduaed parent stipend funds ^ staff ohmges, 
busy schedules p general problems with student behavior and simply not 
havL.iig enough time in the program yet to make the n^essary prooess 
changes « Five of the respondents did not know of any specific obstacles 
to program implementation at their schools, 
ds Role Peroeptions 

Principals malAly viewed their roles as faoilitators of the SDP 
prooess within their buildings. 

•»! see myself as the faoilitatory both by way of 
providing resources, as well as beir^ knowledgeable 
myself in order to provide guidance**<both direct 
and indirect,** 

**1 see my role as to keep us *on track* in terms 
of the process,** 

**X am sort of the 'maestro' «to get a balance 
between everyone so that we are all working for the 
BBme goal.** 

Several prinolpals also mentioned their role as mediators between 
various individuals or groups within their school, **...to help them see 
both sides [of an issue] so that then we can g)^ ahead ud do what's best 
for the building. « 

Teachers and parents by and large merely indloated what official role 
they played, such as being a member of a SAC or a Support Tern* 
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3* Assessaenfc of SDP Trainliig 

As dleoussed i^eve^ there have bem three oompenents of SDP training 
offered to Benton Harbor partloipants. The first tos the oomprehenslvei 
g-month training program in New Haven for the SDP Director* The eeoond 
was the 4-we^ training ^perienoe in New Haven for the BDP Consultant mnd 
thm third oomponrat ras the 3--day visit in New Haven of key SDP sohool 
administrators • 

Assessments of all three training oomponrats were quite positf^ep 
although part of the third group mm limited in its dlreot ©ontaot with 
New Haven's SDP implementation prooess ainoe the sohools were not 
session at the t^e of their visit* PartioipMts felt that the seleotlon 
of people to visit New Haven was reuonable, if not broad-basedp beoause 
those ohosen were the administrators who were expected to serve as 
buildi^-level or distriot faollitators of the program and therefore 
needed the most ^posure to it* 

The most valuable aspeat of the training was unMlmously identified as 
the meatinge held with Dr. Comer to disouss the baokground ud si^gested 
jjQplementation strat^ies of the progrw. Several trainee voioed 
disappointment that their visit had been planned during su^er vacation 
and they thus were not able to observe the sohools in aotion or disouss 
SDP with their New Haven oounterparts. It is this aspeot that all 
trainees suggested should be ohmg^ for future training trips. In spite 
of this limitation p however , most trainees Indloated that their 
mpeotations had been at least partloally met by the training a^perienee* 
VI. Summary 

This Prooess Narrative Report has att^pt^ to present both a 
desoription of how the Sohool Development Program is being implemented in 
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Benton Harbor and the peroeptlf^s of this implementation prooese held by a 
number of partiaipants. Information and pereeptions were provided by ^6 
people who were interviewed during toy of 1986* 

The predom^ant attituda ^out the SDP asCTS to be one of oautious 
optimism. Most reapondents ^preaeed thoir peraonal oomaitment to the 
goals of the program and their general understanding and aoaeptmae of the 
proeess by whiah to aehieve those goals, Yet| there was also a lingering 
attitude of disappoJAtment ^pressed by several people, a sense of 
frustration that the program hmm not been able to aooompllsh as muoh as 
had been hoped at Its Inoeption* Pereeived reasons for this limited 
suooess generally revolved araund the realities of sizei oomplexity and 
inertia which often oharaaterize Institutions suoh as sohools or school 
districts, Iteny people in the study simply pointed to a tendency of human 
beings to resist ohange and hold on to comfortable (if less than 
successful) routines. 

There is a general perception that student aahievement is improving , 
school climates are becomi^ more positivep parents mnd teachers are 
fSjadiMQ more avenues of communioation md the decision-making processes 
are becoming more demoeratlc in SDP sohools. However slowly, progress is 
being made. 
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INTERVICT PROTOCOL 
Wof Central Offlee Peraennel 

1, Wbea was the BohoQl DeTelDpsent Model introduced into the Benton 
Harbor Area Sohool SFStem? 

2. My do you thdJ^ the model mm Introdue^? 

3* What do you think are the stat^ short term and long tera gaals of 
the SDP? 

4, What oriteria were uaed to seleot the 10 schools that are 
currently using this model? 

5. How were the criteria established? 

6* What process mm used to identify which schools met the 
established oriteria? 

7. Mat were the general draographic charmct oris tics of the seven 
schools at the time of their selection? 

8. Have the demographic characteristics of the seven schools changed 
over the past year? If so, in irtiat way? 

9* What is your role in the SDP process? 

10. How is information about SDP being dlssraiJ^ated among the Central 
Office personnel? 

11. What is the role of the Central Office in disseminating 
information about SDP to the schools mnd community? Vho are the key 
individuals and how is dissemination taking place? 

12* How do components of SDP (School Advisory Committee [SAG 3, 
Support Team Staff [STS], SST's, Social Calradar, ©to^ ) get organized and 
implemented at the school level? TOo takes the laid? What is the role of 
the Central Office? 

13* TOat do you perceive to be the role of the School Development 
Program in the overall structure of your district's sohool system? 

14. What do you perceive to be the ourrent goals of SDP? How do 
these goals coinoide with or vary from the overall goals of the school 
system? 

15* What progress do you feel Is being made toward the aeoomplishment 
of the SDP goals? 
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For SohQQl Personnel md Parents 

1* How wma your eohool aelf^ated to baooma an SDP aohool and when did 
you first begin using this modex? 

2, How did SDP get started in your sohool, that is, what aotivities 
were first to be initiated? 

3. Who was involTed in these initial aotivities? 

4* What were some of the obetaolea to gatting etart^ and how were 
the obataoles overoome? 

5. Wiat do you oonsider to be the short and long term go&la of the 

SDP? 

6, Which SDP oomponents are ourrently functioning in your eohool? 

7* Please describe the people involved iM each component mnd how it 
functions. 

8* i^at is your current role in the SDP process? 

9- How mmny of the » special' progrMS or aotivities in your school 
may be attributed 100$ to SDP? Please id^tify these* 

10^ How much of what was done in the school before the SDP model was 
instituted has chaiagcd as a result of SDP? Please give examples if you 
can. 

11^ How much of what was done before has not ohuged in any way 
despite the presenoe of SDP? Please give some samples. 

IE- Can you please give me your general impressions about how well 
the SDP is functioning in your sohool in terms of its overall contribution 
to the follows I 

(1) school climates 

(2) student behavior: 

(3) teacher moralei 

(4) student aahievement: 

For Trainees 

1. Would you say that the individuals who were selected were 
representative of all levels of administrative and professional staff in 
the school syst^? Please elaborate, 

Zm How were the deoisions made about who should visit New Haven? 

3* l^at were the most valuable aspects of the training you received 
while in New Haven? 
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Urn What were the leaat valuable aspeots of the training you reoeived 
while in New Haven? 

5* How uaeful mm eaoh of the following aotivities duriJ^ tracing in 
helping you to better underatmd the model? 

Not Fairly Very Not 
Ueeful Ueeful Useful Applio, 

Workshops at Child Study Crater 

Meeting with parents 

Sohool visits overall 

Sitting iA on S.A.C, tneetinge 

Sitting In on Support Team Staff meetings 

Talking with prinoipals 

Talking with teadhers 

Talking ^th other sohool staff 

Observing olaasroom aotivity 

Talking with Central Off ioe personnel 

Other (Speoify) 



6, Before ooming to New Ravenp what were your expeotations of the 
training you would receive and were these e^peotations met» not met > or 
CTOeeded? Please eliAorate* 

7. How should training have been different to have been more useful? 
(For asamplep were there aetivities that were not inoluded which should 
have been? Or activities iadlud^ which should have bene omitted? Were 
the meet^jig plaoes comfortable and conduoive to meaningful i^teradtion?) 

Bm On a scale from 1 to 5f with Isvery poor and S^exoellenti how 
would you evaluate the total training ^cperienoe? 

9* Sinoe returning to Benton Harbor ft*om New Haven , have you shared 
your experience with other? [If yes] With whom and how did you go about 
this sharing? 
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TABLE 1 

BentoQ Harbor ProQess Study Sample 
Central Of floe Personnel 

1 . Superintandent 

2. aop Direetor 

3. SDP Consultwt 

4. Direotor of Ilementary MuQation 
5* Direetor of Rasaaroh 

6. Direotor of Pereonnel 

7* Direotor of Speolal Eduaatlon 

8. Direotor of State and Federal Programs 

9* Director of Headiog 

10 « Coordinator of Staff Deyelopm^t 

11 « Soolal Worker 

12. Sohool Nurse 

13- Teaoher Consultant 

Sehool Personnel and Parents 





PrinQlpal 


Teachers 


Parents 


Other Staff 


Hull 


Z 


2 


2 




Martlndale 


X« 


2 






Bard 


x« 


3 






Calvin Britain 


X 


2 




1 


Morton 


X 


2 




1 


East 


X 


2 




1 


Sterne Brunson 


X 


3 








6 


16 


8 


3 Total=33 



*Joint position 



Table, 2 



SDP Goals 1 Central Of flee 


Personnel 


CN=13) 


Goal 


Precuency 




Improved student achievement 


13 


100.0 


Improved student behavior 


k 


30.8 


Improved sohool climate and managesieat 


5 


38.5 


More parent involvement 


2 


15.4 


More In-servlce training 


2 


15.4 



PS 
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Table 3 

SDP ^alai SshQol Peraomel Farents (N^33) 



Goal FreQuengy % 

ImprQved etudefit aohievemant 19 57 • 6 

More pmrsnt involvement 12 36.4 

Improved stud^t behavior and 

sooial skills 8 24.2 

Improved aohool ollmate 8 24«2 

Improved staff skills mnd morale 2 6.1 

More broad-baaed sohool mu^ement 2 6.1 

More oonmainity involvement 2 6.1 



Table 4 

Peroeptlons of SDP Impaoti 

Sohool Personnel and Parents (N^33) 

Better Same Worse No Opinion 

Sohool Climate 17(521) 9(27*) 0 T (21$) 

Student Aehievement 15(45$) 10(30$) 0 8 (24$) 

Teacher Morale 13(39$) 11(33$) 2(6$) 7 (21$) 

Student Behavior 12(36$) 12(36$) 0 9 (27$) 



as 

Table 5 

Peroelv^ Obgtmolee to SDPi 
SohoQl Personnel md Parents (Ns33) 



FrequenQy % 

General rasistmnoa to mxky ahmge 7 21.2 

Unolear eKpeotationa 6 18.2 

Negative feelings mbout parent Involvemefit 5 15.2 

Parent raluotanoe to bejjag Involved 3 9*1 

Staff apathy/frustration 2 6.1 

Too little tlma to aohieve objeatives 2 6.1 

Staff ohuges 1 3^0 

Budget outs 1 3.0 

Student behavior 1 3«0 

Ho opinion 5 15.2 
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